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REPATRIATION OF CUBANS
INTERDICTED ON THE HIGH SEAS

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr. Presi-
dent, | call to the attention of the Sen-
ate, and specifically to the Foreign Re-
lations Committee, the question of
whether or not longstanding policy has
been changed by the administration
with regard to the repatriation of Cu-
bans interdicted on the high seas.

As we know, since 1995 we have had
an understanding with the Castro
Cuban Government that when Cubans
are interdicted on the high seas, they
will be returned to Cuba and they will
not be imprisoned.

Clearly, we saw a change with the hi-
jacking of a ferry boat a couple months
ago. They were returned to Cuba, and
without a trial they were summarily
executed.

Naturally, this has made us much
more sensitive to the question about
these very brave citizens of Cuba who
are trying to flee the Castro regime. So
it brings up the instance of 2 weeks
ago.

Three dock security guards were
overpowered. A boat was stolen by
some dozen Cuban citizens. On their
way across the Straits of Florida, they
were interdicted by the U.S. Coast
Guard. In returning them, it appears
there was a negotiation by our Govern-
ment with the Castro government that
they would receive prison sentences of
up to 10 years at the discretion of the
Cuban Government.

This appears to be a subtle change in
policy. Was it a hijacking? It was the
stealing of a boat. But the long and the
short of it is, the U.S. Government was
negotiating directly to send these Cu-
bans going back to Cuba into a prison
sentence that could be as much as 10
years. | do not think this is right.

Under these circumstances, it seems
to me that at least the U.S. Govern-
ment, this administration, should have
considered the alternative of a third
country for these people. Having been
sent back, to go back into Castro’s
prisons, you know their fate.

I am asking Senator LUGAR and Sen-
ator BIDEN of the Foreign Relations
Committee to investigate this matter.
Let us determine if this is really in the
best interest of what we are trying to
achieve when people are leaving a re-
pressive dictatorship, seeking freedom,
and then it appears that the U.S. Gov-
ernment is negotiating their own pris-
on sentence. | do not think that should
be the policy of the U.S. Government.

———
THE BILL SCHERLE POST OFFICE

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I am
very pleased that the Senate and the
House of Representatives have passed
S. 1399, legislation that names the
Glenwood, IA Post Office for former
lowa Congressman William J. Scherle.
I understand that the President will
soon sign that measure—I hope this
week.

Congressman Bill Scherle—or Bill, as
his friends call him—and his wife Jane
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live on their family farm just outside
of Henderson, 1A, in Mills County.
Glenwood is the county seat of Mills
County. Bill served 4 terms in the U.S.
House of Representatives, beginning
with 3 terms in 1967 in what was then
lowa’s 7th Congressional District, and
a term in the redistricted 5th Congres-
sional District. | think it is appro-
priate that Glenwood’s Post Office will
soon permanently bear Congressman
Scherle’s name.

Bill long served this Nation. He
started with military service in the
navy and Coast Guard during World
War 11, then afterward served in the
Naval Reserve. He chaired the Mills
County Republican Party for almost a
decade starting in 1956. He served in
the lowa legislature from 1960 through
1966. He then was elected to the U.S.
Congress and served through 1974, in-
cluding service on the Education and
Labor Committee as well as on the Ap-
propriations Committee. His public
service continued in 1975 and 1976, when
he was appointed to a senior position
at the Department of Agriculture.

In January 1968, North Korea seized
the USS Pueblo, imprisoning and tor-
turing the crew. Congressman Scherle
led the effort in Congress to free the
crew of the Pueblo. I have always ad-
mired Bill’s tenacity in never letting
the Pueblo crew be forgotten. Bill was
the only member of Congress invited to
attend Pueblo reunions, and, as their
health has allowed, Bill and Jane al-
ways have attended.

Bill and | are at different places on
the political spectrum, and | ran
against him for Congress twice. He won
the first time, and | won the rematch.
We disagreed on many issues, but I al-
ways understood that he acted on the
basis of strongly held views about what
he considered were the best interests of
those he represented and of the Nation.

Long after we ran as opponents, | got
to know Bill and visited on his farm.
He is a good person who cares deeply
about his community and rural Amer-
ica. Politics has always had a certain
amount of rough and tumble.

But while Bill was certainly a good
Republican who wanted to see con-
sistent victories for the GOP, he also
could see the good in all people.

One area of our mutual interest was
the lowa School for the Deaf in Council
Bluffs. Bill always did what he could
for the school my brother attended
years ago, and for deaf people in gen-
eral.

Congressman Scherle always cared
about children and their welfare. He
wrote a children’s book, “The Happy
Barn.”” He gave away thousands of cop-
ies to schools, hospitals and individual
families in Southwest lowa and the
Omaha area, reading to young children
time after time. He had lots of fun
reading to children, and | believe that
there are few more valuable things we
can do as adults than to read to chil-
dren and get them started on that most
important activity.

Bill was a businessman and farmer,
proud of both professions. He received
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the Alegent Health Mercy Hospital
Heritage Award for his contributions
to business in Southwest lowa.

Bill Scherle remains a good father to
his two sons, and a good husband to his
wife of 55 years, Jane. He is blessed
with six grandchildren—five girls and a
boy. Bill has lived a dedicated life, full
of patriotism, family and public serv-
ice. 1 am please that my colleague,
Senator GRASSLEY, joins me in spon-
soring this legislation. Congressman
KING introduced the companion legisla-
tion in the House of Representatives,
which was cosponsored by the entire
lowa delegation.

I thank my colleagues for helping us
all to honor Congressman Bill Scherle,
and | look forward to hearing that the
President has signed this bill—hope-
fully this week.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, the
Senate will be asked to approve two
free-trade agreements with respect to
Singapore and Chile. | expect the Sen-
ate will approve both trade agreements
by very wide margins. | intend to op-
pose both and wanted to explain why.
It is not the case that | believe a free-
trade agreement with Singapore is in-
appropriate. It is not the case that |
believe a free-trade agreement with
Chile is inappropriate. It is the case,
however, that this country has a trade
regime that is in total chaos and it is
a significant mess.

For 20 years, under Republican and
Democratic administrations, we have
seen our trade deficit ratchet way up.
We now have the largest trade deficit
in human history that has occurred
anywhere on the globe. It has been ris-
ing very rapidly. Instead of fixing the
problems that exist in international
trade and demanding fair trade and de-
manding from our allies fair trade
treatment and doing something to pre-
vent the erosion of American jobs
which, incidentally, are now moving
overseas at a rapid pace, we have trade
negotiators rushing across the world
trying to do new agreements.

I say fix the old agreements before
we start running around doing new
agreements. The reason we are going to
consider new agreements today under
something called fast track is that
Congress decided to handcuff itself and
agree to a procedure by which no
amendments will be able to be offered
to either free-trade agreement.

Singapore is a tiny nation of 3 mil-
lion people a half a world away. We al-
ready have a very favorable trade rela-
tionship with Singapore. It has little
manufacturing and little agriculture.
It is wide open to imported goods.
Singapore is not an example of a trade
problem for us. So it does not matter
much to me whether we have a free-
trade agreement with Singapore.

The trade ambassador has brought us
an 800-page free-trade agreement with
Singapore. But demonstrative of the
problem we have created for ourselves
is a small provision in the free-trade
agreement with Singapore that pro-
vides an authorization for the oppor-
tunity for Singapore to send to our
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country 5,400 people under a visa pro-
gram to take jobs in this country.

Normally that would be a cir-
cumstance that would be dealt with by
other committees in Congress, in which
we evaluate how many people do we
want to come in under a visa to work
in this country, but instead this has
been negotiated in a foreign-trade
agreement negotiation somewhere, per-
haps most of it overseas, certainly be-
hind closed doors, inevitably in secret,
and they put an immigration provision
in this proposal. The immigration pro-
vision would allow 5,400 immigrants to
come from Singapore to the United
States to take jobs in the United
States.

Think of this for a second. We have 8
to 10 million people out of work, des-
perate for jobs, needing to go to work,
who cannot find a job in this country.
We read a story every day in the major
newspapers about someone who has
hundreds of resumes out, they spend all
day desperately trying to find a job be-
cause we have lost 2% million jobs in
the last couple of years.

It is not as if our economy is growing
by creating new jobs. To the extent
there is any growth at all, it is jobless
growth in this country. Some have
made the point that, no, there are jobs
attached to this growth, it is just that
jobs do not exist in the United States.
The growth occurs here in terms of
profits and economic expansion of sales
and profits, but the jobs attached to
that growth are in Bangladesh, Indo-
nesia, China, and elsewhere.

So if we have a jobless expansion,
which we have, having lost 2% million
jobs in the last couple of years, and we
have people desperately searching for
jobs, and then we get a free-trade
agreement brought to the Senate floor
our trade ambassador negotiated with
Singapore, and deep in the bowels of
that agreement is a provision that says
5,400 people from Singapore will come
to this country to take jobs in this
country and we ask the question: Why?
Why would we do that?

So then the immediate instinct is, if
there is a provision in this free-trade
agreement with Singapore that is that
odious, then let’s get rid of it by offer-
ing an amendment. Dump it. The prob-
lem is, fast track means trade agree-
ments brought to the Senate floor pre-
vent any Member of the Senate from
offering any amendment under any cir-
cumstance.

This Congress foolishly decided that
it would straitjacket itself and what-
ever is negotiated anywhere by our
trade ambassador and brought back in
the form of a trade agreement, we will
agree that we will be prevented from
offering an amendment.

So we will vote on this. The majority
of the Senate will vote yes to free trade
with Singapore, and yes to 5,400 immi-
grants from Singapore to come to this
country to take American jobs. I am
not going to vote for that. Once again,
the lesson is, those who believe fast-
track trade procedures make sense
ought to think again.
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Also, this trade agreement with
Singapore provides for transshipment.
It provides for transshipment of high-
tech products from anywhere, China,
Burma, Indonesia, if they are trans-
shipped through Singapore to the
United States to get the full benefit of
the Singapore free-trade agreement.

Singapore is already one of the larg-
est transshipping points in the world.
Should we be negotiating trade agree-
ments that encourage transshipment
so we do not know the origin of ship-
ments to this country of high-tech
products or others? | do not think so.

I understand, interestingly enough,
that a bipartisan group of my col-
leagues will offer a resolution on the
immigration piece that is in the free-
trade agreement. The resolution is
going to be a sense-of-the-Senate
amendment. | think | was asked if I
put my name on it. | am happy to put
my name on it, but it does not mean
anything. It is beating someone over
the head with a feather.

It is a sense-of-the-Senate resolution
that says: You better watch it; you
should not have done this. But it can-
not be more than a sense of the Senate
because we cannot take out this provi-
sion. This provision is stuck in the
trade bill and we cannot get it out.
This Senate has already agreed we will
not allow amendments.

I didn’t vote for that; | voted against
it. But the majority of this Senate
says: Let us line up so we can be sub-
servient to the trade ambassador—who-
ever it is, Republican or Democrat—
and agree whatever they negotiate in
secret overseas that affects American
jobs, count us out. We will not be able
to offer amendments. That is just fine
with us.

Apparently, these are colleagues who
have forgotten what is written in the
Constitution of the United States. The
Constitution clearly says that trade is
the Senate’s responsibility, not anyone
else’s; not the President but the Sen-
ate.

Fast track trade agreements have
been disastrous for this country. This
chart shows the runaway deficits we
have experienced.

It does not matter which administra-
tion is in office. A person could be
blindfolded and listen and cannot tell if
it is a Republican or Democratic ad-
ministration. They all say the same
thing: all we care about is getting an-
other trade agreement. Meanwhile, we
had $470 billion in the year 2002 in mer-
chandise trade deficits. Is that alarm-
ing to some? One cannot detect it in
the Senate. No one seems to care much
about it. There are only two or three
Members who talk about this, and we
are considered the xenophobic isola-
tionist stooges that do not get it.

What | get is this country fought for
a century for a series of things that
make life better in our country. There
are people who died in the streets of
America for the right to organize in
labor unions. We fought about child
labor laws, saying you should not work
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12-year-old kids 12 hours a day in a coal
mine or manufacturing plant. We
fought about prohibiting companies
from dumping chemicals into the air
and the water. We fought about safe
workplaces, believing the American
workers have a right to work in safe
workplaces. We fought about all those
issues for a century.

Now some have decided you can pole-
vault over all of that by producing
what you want to produce elsewhere,
where you do not have to worry about
hiring children, where you do not have
to worry about clean air and clean
water. You do not have to worry about
safe workplaces. You could prohibit all
workers from organizing any bar-
gaining unit. We have decided that is
OK, let companies do that. They pole-
vault to China or Indonesia or Ban-
gladesh, produce there but sell here.

The problem is, in the long term, it
does not work because the very people
who earned the income in the manufac-
turing plants in this country are the
people who were able to purchase the
products off the store shelves. Without
the incomes from those jobs—and our
manufacturing sector is shrinking
badly—from that manufacturing sec-
tor, who will buy these products?

This morning in the Wall Street
Journal an article reads, ““U.S.-Chinese
Trade Becomes a Delicate Issue of
Turf.” It is talking about the debate
within the National Association of
Manufacturers between the big manu-
facturers that are international in
scope that want to move their manu-
facturing to other countries where
they can pay pennies on the dollar for
labor, and the other businesses, me-
dium and small businesses, that rely on
the business from the larger companies
to spill over to them. It is a fascinating
article. | commend the reading to peo-
ple who are interested in the subject.

Jim Schollaert, a lobbyist with the
American Manufacturing Trade Action
Coalition, says simply: The big compa-
nies are following a new business
model—pay Chinese wages but charge
U.S. prices.

That is the question these days for
us. Is there a price of admission to the
American marketplace? We understand
we have a globalization of the inter-
national economy, and it will not stop.
But have the rules for this new global
economy kept pace with globalization
itself? The answer, clearly, is no. If a
large international company has a
choice to decide where it wants to
produce, and it flies its jet around the
world and looks down at the landscape
and sees different kinds of governance,
different philosophies, different local
politics, and different labor forces and
decides to choose where to produce,
does it not all too often these days de-
cide to produce where it can hire a 12-
year-old, work them 12 hours a day and
pay them 12 cents an hour?

You think it does not happen? Of
course it does. We can describe it and
use names in the Senate, names of
workers and names of companies. Not
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only can they settle on a site in the
world where they can put a manufac-
turing plant, hire kids and adults and
pay them pennies on the dollar and pol-
lute the air and water and decide they
shall not be allowed to organize as a
bargaining unit and they do not have
to have safe workplaces in which the
workers conduct their daily activities,
and then produce there, but they also
ship it back to Toledo, Anchorage,
Fargo, or Los Angeles and sell it on the
store shelves in this country. That is
the global marketplace.

Let me talk about a series of specific
countries. First, | will talk about
China. China has the largest trade def-
icit with us. It is $103 billion a year.
They ship us their trinkets, trousers,
shirts, shoes. We are a huge sponge for
Chinese production.

One reason we have a very large
trade deficit with China, which hurts
us and strengthens them, is because
the Chinese do not want certain things
from us. They are not buying our grain
in any significant way. They do not
want our wheat. They do not want to
buy airplanes. They need airplanes, but
do not want to buy our airplanes off
the shelf where we manufacture them
and send our airplanes to China. They
say they want some of our technology,
but they want us to build our airplane
plant in China and hire Chinese work-
ers. That is the way they would like to
buy American airplanes.

The problem is, it does not work that
way. That is not what international
trade is about. We buy that which we
can best use from China, they ought to
buy what they can best use from us.
That is the doctrine of comparative ad-
vantage. It is as old as the study of ec-
onomics itself.

Our negotiators, our U.S. official ne-
gotiators negotiate with other coun-
tries and typically underserve Amer-
ican interests.

About 2Y%; years ago we had a bilat-
eral trade agreement done with China.
It was a prelude to China joining the
WTO. At the end of the agreement,
there was once again celebration by ne-
gotiators because negotiators judge
their success by whether or not they
got a negotiated agreement. It is a ter-
rible agreement, | might say. They de-
cided, for example, that if there is
automobile trade between the United
States and China in the future, after a
long phase-in, the following will exist:
China will be allowed a 25-percent tar-
iff on United States automobiles sold
in China, and we would have a 2.5-per-
cent tariff on any Chinese automobiles
sold in the United States.

Our negotiators went to China and
said: All right, we agree if there is
automobile trade, vehicle trade be-
tween the United States and China. We
will agree that you shall have a tariff
that is 10 times higher than what we
will impose on your products. Who ne-
gotiated this on our behalf? Did they
forget who they were working for?

Do you know how many movies we
get into China? Before the trade agree-
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ment, only 10 imported movies could be
shipped to China in a year. Just 10. So
after the agreement, we get to ship 20
movies. People say, Look at that; what
a great thing that is, to double it to 20.
Our expectations on fair trade are pa-
thetic.

The Chinese, by and large, keep their
market reasonably closed to us, pre-
vent us from accessing opportunities in
their marketplace but expect our mar-
ketplace to be wide open to Chinese
goods.

We have become a cash cow for the
hard currency needs for China, and it is
hurting our country. The imbalance in
the trade relationship that exists be-
tween the United States and China is
almost unforgivable. Is anybody doing
anything about it? Not a thing. Noth-
ing. Just nothing. All you get, when
you talk to the trade ambassador’s of-
fice, again under Democratic and Re-
publican administrations—all you get
from them are a few grunts and groans
about we would like to do better and
then they rush off and do a new agree-
ment with some other country.

This is what we have with Korea. |
mentioned the absurd situation with
automobile trade with China. Well, in
2001, 618,000 cars were shipped from
Korea to the United States. | believe
last year it was 680,000 but use this as
a working number; 618,000 cars were
shipped from Korea to the United
States to U.S. consumers—Hyundais,
Daewoos. Probably they are wonderful
automobiles. | have not driven one but
I am sure they are fine automobiles.

They sent us 618,000 into our market-
place. Can anyone guess how many
U.S. automobiles were sold in Korea? It
was 2,800; 618,000 coming into our mar-
ketplace; we got 2,800 into the Korean
market. Korea ships us as many cars as
they can get into our marketplace and
the Korean Government will keep out
as many U.S. cars as they can.

A recent example of that is the
Dodge Dakota pickup, which showed
great promise in the Korean market-
place. The Dodge Dakota pickup, after
2 months, started penetrating the Ko-
rean marketplace. The Korean Govern-
ment cracked down on it, big headlines
in the newspapers, and immediately
most of the orders were canceled.

My State produces potatoes in the
Red River Valley, great potato coun-
try. We produce potatoes and we ship
potato flakes to Korea for use in con-
fection food—potato flakes. Do you
know what the tariff on potato flakes
is to Korea? It is 300 percent. Why do
we allow that? | don’t know. Our coun-
try doesn’t seem to be interested in
standing up for its economic interests.

Perhaps we should say to the Kore-
ans, these great cars you are shipping
into the marketplace, if you don’t
allow our cars into your marketplace
and fair access to your consumers, then
you ought to take your cars and sell
them in Zaire. Try to sell them in
Zaire. If you don’t like it, then open
your marketplace. Until your market-
place is open, we are not going to ab-
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sorb more than a half a million of your
vehicles. That is simple enough.

But we will not do that because our
country is unwilling to stand up for its
economic interests. In fact, that which
I am presenting today on the floor of
the Senate, | can’t even present in an
op-ed piece in the Washington Post.
The Washington Post wouldn’t run an
op-ed piece in a million years talking
about this because they are for one
thing: free trade, free trade, free trade.
It is as if they were wearing a robe,
standing on a street corner chanting,
and they only want one view expressed
in their op-ed pages. Those of us who
raise questions about the requirement
for fair trade to stand up for the inter-
ests of American jobs are called protec-
tionists.

My goal is not to put a wall around
this country. | want to expand trade. |
think expanded trade will be good for
everyone, provided the rules are fair.
When the rules are not fair, it is time
for this country to stand up for itself
and stand up for its jobs and stand up
for its businesses.

I will give some other examples. |
have mentioned Korea and | mentioned
China. Now let me discuss Europe. | am
using some agricultural examples sim-
ply because | come from a farm State.
There are so many other examples.

If you take a look at what is hap-
pening in beef with Europe, the Euro-
peans do not want U.S. beef in their
marketplace because they say it is pro-
duced with growth hormones and is
therefore harmful to their health.
There is no scientific evidence of that.
In fact, all the evidence is on the other
side. But Europe says, We are not going
to allow American beef into the Euro-
pean marketplace. In fact, they por-
tray our beef as two-headed cows, some
sort of obscene animal that would be
terribly harmful to the marketplace, so
they say, Keep it out.

So we go to the World Trade Organi-
zation and file a complaint against Eu-
rope and we win. It doesn’t matter to
Europe that we win. They are still not
going to allow American beef into Eu-
rope. So what do we do? We are going
to get tough. This is symbolic of the
lack of backbone we have in this coun-
try when it comes to trade. How do we
get tough? We decide to slap some re-
taliation on Europe. We hit them with
some tariffs on truffles, goose liver,
and Roquefort cheese.

God bless us, we are really getting
tough with Europe. We are going to
sock them around with truffles, goose
liver, and Roquefort cheese. So what is
Europe’s idea to retaliate against us?
Tariffs on U.S. steel and textiles.

Can you just see the difference? We
simply do not have the backbone, the
nerve, or the will to stand up for this
country’s economic interests.

I am mentioning Europe. There are
plenty of problems with Europe in
terms of our trade agreements. We con-
tinue to see country after country—
with respect to Europe, we see the en-
tire continent—with large, abiding,



July 28, 2003

yearly trade deficits that relate to jobs
lost in this country.

If we were losing those jobs just be-
cause we couldn’t compete, that is one
thing. That is fine. | wouldn’t like it
but I would understand it and | would
say we better figure out how to com-
pete in the international marketplace.
But if we are losing those jobs because
the basis of competition is fundamen-
tally unfair to America, then | say
there is something wrong with the
trade agreements.

We connect to other countries in a
way that says to other countries: All
right. We will trade and this is the cir-
cumstance. We will just tie one or two
hands behind our back and then we will
start. You can hire kids, you can put
them in plants that are unsafe, dump
your chemicals into the streams and
the air, and you can prohibit them
from organizing by law. You can do all
those things and it is fine. Make your
product as cheap as you can make it
and ship it to the marketplace in Bis-
marck, ND, or Boise, ID, or Fairbanks,
AK, or Los Angeles, and we would love
to purchase that.

How absurd is that? Is there not any
basic standard at all? Are the stand-
ards we fought for in this country for
so long so old-fashioned? Is it not a
timeless truth that workers ought to
be able to organize, they ought to be
able to expect a fair wage, and that you
ought not be able to work 12-year-olds
12 hours a day 7 days a week?

If you wonder about that, let me give
an example of a story. This story is en-
titled “Worked Till They Drop.” This
happens to be about a 19-year-old girl
but it is happening way too often in
parts of the world where they do not
care about the conditions of production
that we have cared about for a long
while and that we fought over for many
decades. This is a story about Li
Chunmei, May 13 of last year. She had
been on her feet for 16 hours, her co-
workers said:

running back and forth inside the
Bainan Toy Factory, [in China] carrying toy
parts from machine to machine.

Let me read a bit from the piece.

This was the busy season, before Christ-
mas, when orders peaked from Japan and the
United States for the factory’s stuffed ani-
mals. Long hours were mandatory, and at
least 2 months had passed since Li and the
other workers had enjoyed even a Sunday
off.

Sixteen hours a day, 7 days a week.

Lying on her bed in the night, staring at
the bunk above her, the slight 19-year-old
complained she felt worn out.

She was massaging her aching legs,
coughing, and she told them she was
hungry.

The factory food was so bad, she said, she
felt as if she had not eaten at all. . . .

“l want to quit,” one of her roommates

. remembered her saying. ‘I want to go
home.” Her roommates had already fallen
asleep when Li started coughing up blood.
They found her in the bathroom a few hours
later, curled up on the floor. . . .

She was dead.

The exact cause of Li’s death remains
unknown. But what happened to her
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last November in this industrial town
in southeastern Guangdong province is
described by family friends and co-
workers as an example of what China’s
more daring newspapers call guolaosi.

The phrase means ‘“‘over-work
death,” and usually applies to young
workers who suddenly collapse and die
after working exceedingly long hours,
day after day.

This is the sort of thing that is hap-
pening in some factories around the
world, producing, in this case, stuffed
toys. They could have been producing
baseball caps. A prominent lvy League
college buys baseball caps from similar
factories. They pay ¥ cent labor for
each cap produced and each cap is sold
at $17 on the campus of the lvy League
university. Fair trade?

The question is, What did we fight
about all these years? It seems to me
we fought about having an economy
that gave American businesses a
chance to compete fairly and provide
good-paying jobs to American workers.
On issue after issue in international
trade, we have trade agreements being
brought to the floor of the Senate that
have been negotiated with other coun-
tries in a way that is fundamentally in-
competent.

One other example | have spent 10
years working on is the aftermatch of
a free-trade agreement with Canada.
The free-trade agreement with Canada
is one | voted against. Incidentally, it
was a vote when | was serving in the
United States House Ways and Means
Committee. It was 34-1. | was the one
who voted against it. | was told by my
colleagues we really need to make this
a unanimous consent vote, that Canada
was our good neighbor to the north and
we share a common border. | said no.
What you are proposing here is wrong.
It is going to dramatically injure fam-
ily farmers in this country.

But the deal was passed under fast
track and no one could offer amend-
ments. Oh, we had an assurance in
writing from Trade Ambassador
Yeutter that it would not represent a
change or a significant change in the
quantity of grain going back and forth
across the border. The minute it was
passed, we began to see a flood—a vir-
tual avalanche—of Canadian wheat
coming into this country sold by the
Canadian Wheat Board, a state-sanc-
tioned monopoly that would be illegal
in this country. Our farmers were
badly undercut by this unfair competi-
tion. We haven’t been able to do a
thing about it—nothing.

I had the GAO go to the Canadian
Wheat Board because we think they are
dumping in our marketplace. The Ca-
nadian Wheat Board simply thumbed
its nose at the General Accounting Of-
fice, saying we don’t intend to open our
records to you at all. We intend to
show you no information.

Year after year, we face this unfair
grain trade from Canada. In fact, one
day | went to the Canadian border—I
have mentioned this many times—with
a man named Earl Jensen in a 12-year-
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old orange truck with a couple hundred
bushels of durum wheat. We drove to
the Canadian border. All the way to
the Canadian border we saw 18-wheel-
ers coming south full of Canadian grain
being dumped on our marketplace in-
juring our farmers. We saw semi load
after semi load. | bet we met 20 semi
loads of Canadian grain. When we got
to the border in the 12-year-old little
orange truck, guess what. We were
stopped dead in place and we could not
get that truck across the border be-
cause you couldn’t take 200 bushels of
durum wheat into Canada. The Cana-
dian market was closed to us, but our
market was wide open to unfair Cana-
dian trade in this country. This has
gone on for 10 years and we have not
been able to do a thing about it.

Today we have a trade ambassador
who has been scurrying around the
world doing new trade agreements. So
we have two new agreements to vote
on, one of which has a 5,400 immigrant
quota of people coming into our coun-
try from Singapore to take American
jobs. Everyone knows that is wrong.
Everybody in this Chamber knows that
is foolish. That is not the way you do
immigration policy—behind closed
doors in secret on a trade bill. And yet
no one in this Chamber will be able to
get rid of that provision. That provi-
sion will be ratified by this Congress
either this afternoon or tomorrow. Not
with my vote.

At some point, somehow, somebody
will have to wake up on trade. It is not
the case that | believe we ought to shut
down trade or that we ought to build
walls and prevent trade. It is the case
that this country needs to have a back-
bone and some nerve and some will—
yes, dealing with China, Japan, Europe,
Korea, Canada, and Mexico. And until
we get that will and are willing to pro-
tect American jobs with the require-
ment for fair trade, this country is
going to continue to lose economic
strength.

After the Second World War, for a
quarter of a century our trade policy
was almost exclusively foreign policy.
It wasn’t trade. It wasn’t economics. It
was all foreign policy coming out of
the State Department. It didn’t matter
because we were the biggest, the best,
and the strongest country in the world
by far and we could tie one hand behind
our backs and out-compete anybody
under any circumstance. So it was just
fine. We could have mushy-headed for-
eign policy masquerading as trade pol-
icy. It didn’t matter. We just would
win.

But in the second 25 years after the
Second World War, we saw the develop-
ment of some pretty tough and canny
competitors—Japan, Europe, now
China, and others. Still much of our
trade policy is fuzzy-headed foreign
policy. Now you tie one hand behind
your back with moves that are fairer
and this country loses. Again, what do
we lose? We lose jobs, economic expan-
sion, opportunity for businesses, oppor-
tunity for workers, and some say it
doesn’t matter; it is just irrelevant.
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I do not for the life of me understand
that. It makes no sense that this coun-
try does not any longer understand
that international trade is a signifi-
cant foundation for this country’s eco-
nomic future. That foundation is either
a foundation of cement with strength
or quicksand that washes away quick-
ly.

I have a chart which | believe shows
a graph of where we have been with all
these trade agreements. One after an-
other of these trade agreements has
traded away this country’s economic
interests. You can see the line. It de-
scribes when the Tokyo round of GATT
was approved. It describes the Uruguay
round of GATT. It describes where we
are with WTO, and with NAFTA.

It seems to me when something isn’t
working, you ought to change it. Yet
we see no proposal here for change at
all. It is just let’s have a couple more
helpings from the same menu, and the
menu isn’t working for our country.

There are so many issues related to
this. | talked about jobs because, in my
judgment, that is central to this. First,
you have currency issues and the fact
that China, for example, dramatically
undervalues its currency against the
U.S. dollar. They have a terrific advan-
tage in our marketplace in trade.

There are so many different facets of
trade that it is almost hard to describe.
You have the political issues. Some
countries as a matter of governance de-
cide here is the way we will compete.
For example, | have mentioned on a
couple of occasions today that some
countries will prohibit workers from
organizing. We are proud that our
country protects those rights. We un-
derstand it has strengthened this coun-
try and it is good for our country. In
fact, the way we have developed a
strong middle class in our country is
with the development of a manufac-
turing sector in which workers are or-
ganized and have been able through
their strength to collect a reasonable
share of the national income from
manufacturing. But some countries say
we will prohibit as a matter of political
choice workers from organizing.

Then there are some others who say
it doesn’t matter that our manufac-
turing base is eroding; if that is what
happens as a result of some natural
function of trade, that is all right for
our country. Well, it is not all right.
There is no country that will long re-
main a world power—none—without a
strong manufacturing base. You cannot
be a world economic power without a
strong manufacturing base. Those who
think this country will remain a
strong, vibrant, growing, economic su-
perpower are dead wrong if they allow
this manufacturing base to be dis-
sipated. Too many of my colleagues
seem to think it is just fine; whatever
happens, happens.

It is not fine with me. All you have
to do is look at where this country is
headed in international trade. Look at
what has happened to our manufac-
turing base. Look at how good jobs
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have shrunk in this country. | am talk-
ing about those people who worked in
the coal mines, those who worked in
the steel mills, those who worked in
our manufacturing plants who used to
earn a good wage with good benefits
and good job security, and who now
discover we are racing toward the bot-
tom to figure out how we can compete
with other countries that pay a dime
an hour or 20 cents an hour.

How can we compete with other
countries that have no laws that pre-
vent them from abusing the environ-
ment with chemicals going into the
airshed and into the water? If you won-
der about that, just travel a bit. Go to
those countries—I have—and take a
look at what happens. Then ask your-
self, Is that the level of competition? Is
there an admission price to the Amer-
ican marketplace that says it is almost
free? That you don’t have to reach any
threshold? And any trade—using cir-
cumstances | have previously de-
scribed—is fair trade to which we
ought to subject our workers and our
employers?

I have explained at great length why
I intend to vote no on these two trades
agreements. It is not about Chile. It is
not about Singapore. It is about a proc-
ess that is fundamentally bankrupt. It
is about trade negotiators who ought
to be ashamed of themselves. It is
about past trade agreements that are
incompetent, whose repercussions we
are dealing with today.

I have, from time to time, threatened
to offer legislation that would require
all U.S. trade negotiators to wear a jer-
sey. When you are representing the
United States of America in the Olym-
pics, you wear a jersey that says
“USA.” It seems to me that perhaps
our trade negotiators—more than al-
most anyone—need to have a jersey to
be able to look down at and understand
who they represent.

Will Rogers used to say: The United
States of America has never lost a war
and never won a conference. He surely
must have been thinking about trade
negotiators. This country had better
develop a backbone and some will and
some nerve to stand up for its economy
and stand up for its workers and stand
up for its employers—no, not in a way
that is unfair to any other country but
in a way that says to any other coun-
try: We are open for business, we are
ready for competition, and we will
compete anywhere and with anyone in
the world, but we, by God, demand that
the rules be fair. And if the rules are
not fair, then we intend to change
them to create rules that are fair to
our country.

I yield the floor.

———

IN APPRECIATION OF OUR
KOREAN WAR VETERANS

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, on
July 27, 1953, our country signed an ar-
mistice agreement that ended the Ko-
rean War after 3 years of devastating
combat. Yesterday marked the 50th an-
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niversary of the war’s end. Today | rise
to honor the courage and sacrifice of
the military veterans who fought this
war and to proclaim that our country
has not forgotten their service.

More than 1.8 million Americans
fought on the front lines of our battle
to defend freedom and democracy on
the Korean Peninsula. They joined
with allies from 21 different nations to
ensure that the people of South Korea
would not be ruled by the tyranny and
oppression of communism. More than
36,500 soldiers committed the ultimate
sacrifice in this effort, and another
103,000 Americans were wounded in
some of the bloodiest and most trau-
matic fighting the world has ever seen.

Currently, around 12,000 veterans of
the conflict live in South Dakota. They
are now among the elder statesmen of
our country’s long lineage of heroism,
true role models to our youth and an
inspiration to those service members
now fighting around the world against
terrorism and brutal dictatorship.

On June 25, 1950, North Korean dic-
tator Kim Il-Song sent 135,000 troops to
invade South Korea. The international
response was immediate, and President
Truman sent troops to defend the
South Koreans 2 days later. For more
than 3 years, these troops fought to
preserve the integrity of South Korea.
But this conflict was not simply about
protecting the sovereignty of one na-
tion against the designs of its invader.
Rather, the Korean War represented an
epic  struggle of two political
ideologies: the democratic values of
peace, freedom, and self-determination
against a communist system based on
tyranny and violence.

No less than the fate of the world was
at stake on the hills and plains of the
Korean peninsula. With some of the
century’s most infamous tyrants Mao
and Stalin backing the North Koreans
and the world’s beacon of democracy
fighting alongside the South Koreans,
this conflict could not have had higher
stakes. Consequently, we future gen-
erations of Americans are deeply in-
debted to the veterans of the Korean
War; it is to them we owe the preserva-
tion of our very way of life.

And yet, despite the significance of
their achievement, these soldiers were
never greeted with the type of home-
coming befitting their heroism. A na-
tion that, after World War Il, was
weary of war never fully grasped the
enormity of the military’s mission in
Korea. Few returning troops were
greeted with the ticker-tape parades
and community celebrations that were
common after World War Il. The Ko-
rean War became the Forgotten War.

As our country honors the 50th anni-
versary of the Korean War, | say to
America’s veterans of this war, you are
forgotten no more. Your legacy is our
nation’s prosperity, our continuing
commitment to liberty and democracy.
Your legacy is a thriving, democratic
nation of 40 million souls on the south-
ern half of the Korean Peninsula. With
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